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The Sustainable Working Landscapes Initiative (SWLI)
The concept of the Upper Mississippi Center for Sustainable Communities (UMC) came 
from exploratory meetings with more than 125 on and off-campus community 
stakeholders between January and August of 2013. The need was clear: our area’s 
urban and rural communities have identified many environmental and economic 
sustainability issues and do not have the staff, expertise, time or funding to address 
them. The vision of the UMC was to mobilize Augustana’s faculty and students to help 
communities solve the social, economic, and environmental challenges facing the rural 
and urban landscapes of the Upper Mississippi region by integrating the study of these 
current, local issues into coursework taught on campus. After two pilot years, the UMC 
implemented a unique collaborative learning model named the Sustainable Working 
Landscapes Initiative.
The Sustainable Working Landscapes Initiative is modeled after the Sustainable Cities 
Year Program at the University of Oregon. Augustana College is the only exclusively 
undergraduate institution in the country to adapt this highly successful program to a 
residential liberal arts setting. The model creates a full one-year partnership between 
Augustana and a city/county partner, matching existing courses from multiple 
departments and other learning experiences (independent study, senior inquiry, 
internships) with community-identified and driven sustainability problems. The SWLI 
also helps cities and counties achieve their economic, social, and environmental 
sustainability goals while working with limited resources.
The Sustainable Working Landscapes Initiative represents a paradigm shift for service 
learning experiences in higher education. Instead of asking groups and communities to 
participate in initiatives that originate in academia, the UMC asks communities to 
identify their most pressing social, economic, and sustainability challenges. It then 
provides these groups and communities with the human and academic resources of 
Augustana College faculty and students to help them address the challenges. This is 
not a one-time group of volunteers. SWLI student and faculty participants commit to 
supplying three, 10 week terms of sustained research, study and work in the classroom 
and in the field. The UMC is establishing enduring relationships between Augustana 
and these constituents so they can continue to work together to find creative solutions, 
test and evaluate their effectiveness, and try again as challenges and problems change. 
The Mississippi River city of Clinton, Iowa (pop. 26,473) was chosen as Augustana’s 
2015-16 SWLI partner. Students and faculty are collaborating with Clinton officials and 
community stakeholders to complete 15 community-identified projects. Throughout the 
year, these projects are being worked on by 150 students in 15 courses in the 
humanities, social, and natural sciences. Because these projects are community-driven 
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priorities, the fresh ideas, designs and products students generate address critical but 
unmet needs and have real-world impact.
Introduction
Objective
Augustana College students, the Upper Mississippi Center for Sustainable Communities 
(UMC) and the city of Clinton, were working together to help Clinton, IA answer a variety 
of questions. One aspect of this research was a Clinton citizen survey sent out to a 
random selection of approximately 3000 residents. The purpose of this survey was to 
gather information on a variety of areas where city services impact their lives in an effort 
to find ways to improve those services. Together, Augustana and the City of Clinton 
hoped to gain insight on how residents feel about the local government and how it 
serves its population.
Methodology
An 8 page survey was developed in (class) and administered through Surveymonkey 
during the spring of 2016. Initially, postcards were sent out to random samples of 
participants living in the Clinton area in census tracts 1 through 8 and 12 offering the 
link and a specific ID code number in order to participate.  Participants were offered the 
chance to win a $50 HyVee gift card. Approximately 200 citizens responded in the first 
wave.  A secondary mailing to around 2000 participants who had not yet responded was 
sent out about a month later. This also yielded approximately 200 responses.  Students 
at Augustana College then entered the information from the paper surveys into the 
surveymonkey data base. 
Sample and Population Demographics
The survey was taken by roughly the same percentage of both males and females, who 
were mostly white, elderly, and homeowners. Approximately 94% of people who 
responded were white while only 5.3% were non-white. This included 11 who did not 
specify, 3 who were African American, 3 who were Asian American, and 5 who
were Hispanic.  With respect to race, however, our sample matched the census data for 
Clinton. With respect to household income, the sample is also representative of Clinton 
residents. Most of our respondents were located in Census Tracts 1-8, and 12, with the 
bulk of respondents being in the Tracts 3-7. Since those tracts are clearly residential 
areas, the sample was over-represented with respect to home-ownership. Only 6% of 
the respondents were renters compared to 26% of Clinton residents, according to 
census data. Finally, our sample was almost 50% 60 years of age or older. According to 
census data, Clinton residents over 65 make up about 18% of the population, 
suggesting that our sample clearly is not representative with respect to age.  In general 
the sample, for many demographic indicators is representative. It is only with respect to 
homeownership and age, that the sample better reflects the concerns of older 
homeowners in Clinton.
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Results
Police
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 76 17.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 355 82.4
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL POLICE SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 23 5.3 6.6 6.6
Dissatisfied 7 1.6 2.0 8.6
Neither satsified nor 
dissatisfied
59 13.7 16.9 25.4
satisfied 166 38.5 47.4 72.9
Very satisfied 95 22.0 27.1 100.0
Total 350 81.2 100.0
Missing -1.00 81 18.8
Total 431 100.0
Only 81 participants didn’t answer and only 17.6% have never used police services, 
approximately 75% of Clinton Residents were satisfied with police services.
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FIRE
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 144 33.4 100.0 100.0
Missing System 287 66.6
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL FIRE SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 5 1.2 1.8 1.8
Dissatisfied 2 .5 .7 2.5
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied
26 6.0 9.2 11.7
Satisfied 123 28.5 43.5 55.1
Very Satisfied 127 29.5 44.9 100.0
Total 283 65.7 100.0
Missing -1.00 148 34.3
Total 431 100.0
Although 33% of respondents had never used fire services, and 148 didn’t answer the 
question, 88% of those who did were satisfied or very satisfied with them.
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EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICE
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 136 31.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 295 68.4
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL EMS SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 5 1.2 1.8 1.8
Dissatisfied 3 .7 1.1 2.9
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied
30 7.0 10.8 13.6
Satisfied 124 28.8 44.4 58.1
Very Satisfied 117 27.1 41.9 100.0
Total 279 64.7 100.0
Missing -1.00 152 35.3
Total 431 100.0
Although 31% stated they had never used EMS services, and 152 respondents didn’t 
answer this question, 86% of those who responded were satisfied or very satisfied.
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EMERGEMCY RESPONSE TIME SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very dissatisfied 3 .7 .7 .7
dissatisfied 5 1.2 1.2 2.0
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
144 33.4 35.4 37.3
satisfied 155 36.0 38.1 75.4
Very satisfied 100 23.2 24.6 100.0
Total 407 94.4 100.0
Missing System 24 5.6
Total 431 100.0
Around 62% said they were satisfied or very satisfied with EMS response time. A large 
percentage, 33%, where neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.
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SOLID WASTE (garbage and recycling)
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 15 3.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 416 96.5
Total 431 100.0
OVERALLWASTE SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 52 12.1 12.5 12.5
Dissatisfied 43 10.0 10.4 22.9
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied
61 14.2 14.7 37.6
Satisfied 173 40.1 41.7 79.3
Very Satisfied 86 20.0 20.7 100.0
Total 415 96.3 100.0
Missing -1.00 16 3.7
Total 431 100.0
Only 16 participants didn’t respond to this survey, but 62% said they were satisfied or 
very satisfied with waste services.
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TRANSIT
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 242 56.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 189 43.9
Total 431 100.0
OVERALLTRANSIT SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 9 2.1 4.8 4.8
Dissatisfied 2 .5 1.1 5.9
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied
67 15.5 36.0 41.9
Satisfied 88 20.4 47.3 89.2
Very Satisfied 20 4.6 10.8 100.0
Total 186 43.2 100.0
Missing -1.00 245 56.8
Total 431 100.0
 
Over 245 respondents skipped this question on satisfaction; most of them (56%) never 
have used transit. But of those who responded, 58% were satisfied, 36% were neither, 
and 5.9% were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.
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WILLINGNESS TO TAKE THE BUS TO CAMANCHE
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very unlikely 297 68.9 70.7 70.7
Likely 15 3.5 3.6 74.3
I am not sure 73 16.9 17.4 91.7
Likely 17 3.9 4.0 95.7
Very likely 18 4.2 4.3 100.0
Total 420 97.4 100.0
Missing System 11 2.6
Total 431 100.0
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WILLINGNESS TO TAKE THE BUS TO FULTON
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very unlikely 295 68.4 70.9 70.9
Likely 16 3.7 3.8 74.8
I am not sure 66 15.3 15.9 90.6
Likely 24 5.6 5.8 96.4
Very likely 15 3.5 3.6 100.0
Total 416 96.5 100.0
Missing System 15 3.5
Total 431 100.0
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Willingess to take bus to Comanche by Household 
Income What is your current household income level 
per year?
Total
Under 
$40,000 per 
year
$40,000 to 
$79,999 per 
year
$80,000 and 
above
Comanche3CAT
Unlikely
Count 75 96 109 280
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per year?
65.2% 74.4% 84.5% 75.1%
Unsure
Count 24 24 12 60
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per year?
20.9% 18.6% 9.3% 16.1%
Likely
Count 16 9 8 33
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per year?
13.9% 7.0% 6.2% 8.8%
Total
Count 115 129 129 373
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per year?
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
p = .008
Although an initial frequency of this question (see above) suggests that very few 
people are willing to take the bus to Camanche, a cross-tabulation between willingness 
to take the bus to Fulton and household income suggests that those residents whose 
income is under $40,000 per year were significantly more likely to say they would be 
willing to ride the route. On the other hand, the percentages are still very low, 
suggesting that this option should not be provided.
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Willingness to take the bus to Fulton by 
Household Income What is your current household income level per 
year?
Total
Under $40,000 
per year
$40,000 to 
$79,999 per 
year
$80,000 and 
above
Fulton3CAT
Unlikely
Count 73 95 109 277
% within What is your 
current household income 
level per year?
65.8% 74.8% 83.2% 75.1%
Unsure
Count 23 20 13 56
% within What is your 
current household income 
level per year?
20.7% 15.7% 9.9% 15.2%
Likely
Count 15 12 9 36
% within What is your 
current household income 
level per year?
13.5% 9.4% 6.9% 9.8%
Total
Count 111 127 131 369
% within What is your 
current household income 
level per year?
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
 P =.043
A similar pattern, though weaker, exists here. Again, the recommendation is that the city 
should not provide a bus to Fulton.
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STREET MAINTENANCE 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 9 2.1 100.0 100.0
Missing System 422 97.9
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL STREET MAINTENACE SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 138 32.0 33.5 33.5
Dissatisfied 160 37.1 38.8 72.3
Neither satisfied or dissatisfied 45 10.4 10.9 83.3
Satisfied 63 14.6 15.3 98.5
Very Satisfied 6 1.4 1.5 100.0
Total 412 95.6 100.0
Missing -1.00 19 4.4
Total 431 100.0
Only 19 people skipped this question, but the majority of respondents 72% were either 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with street maintenance in Clinton.
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LIBRARY
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 79 18.3 100.0 100.0
Missing System 352 81.7
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL LIBRARY SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very dissatisfied 16 3.7 4.6 4.6
Dissatisfied 9 2.1 2.6 7.2
Neither 71 16.5 20.4 27.6
Satisfied 186 43.2 53.4 81.0
Very Satisfied 66 15.3 19.0 100.0
Total 348 80.7 100.0
Missing -1.00 83 19.3
Total 431 100.0
Most respondents (58%) were satisfied with  library services.
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RECREATION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 50 11.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 381 88.4
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL RECREATION USE SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very dissatisfied 40 9.3 10.8 10.8
Dissatisfied 14 3.2 3.8 14.5
Neither 102 23.7 27.4 41.9
Satisfied 177 41.1 47.6 89.5
Very Satisfied 39 9.0 10.5 100.0
Total 372 86.3 100.0
Missing -1.00 59 13.7
Total 431 100.0
Most respondents (58%) were satisfied with overall recreation use.
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PARKS
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 15 3.5 100.0 100.0
Missing System 416 96.5
Total 431 100.0
OVERALL PARKS SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very dissatisfied 15 3.5 3.8 3.8
Dissatisfied 8 1.9 2.0 5.8
Neither 61 14.2 15.3 21.1
Satisfied 245 56.8 61.6 82.7
Very Satisfied 69 16.0 17.3 100.0
Total 398 92.3 100.0
Missing -1.00 33 7.7
Total 431 100.0
Most respondents (79%) were satisfied or very satisfied with local parks. Later in this 
report are results for specific parks in Clinton.
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ENGINEERING
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Never used (0) 106 24.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 325 75.4
Total 431 100.0
OVERAL LENGINEERING SATISFACTION
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very Dissatisfied 45 10.4 14.5 14.5
Dissatisfied 42 9.7 13.5 28.0
Neither satisfied or 
dissatisfied
120 27.8 38.6 66.6
Satisfied 87 20.2 28.0 94.5
Very Satisfied 17 3.9 5.5 100.0
Total 311 72.2 100.0
Missing -1.00 120 27.8
Total 431 100.0
About 28% of the respondents skipped this question, but of those that answered, only 
33% were satisfied or very satisfied. However, 38% felt neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 
and 28% were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.  Of all the questions examining services, 
this question had results that were most difficult to interpret.
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If you own an ash tree, how likely are you to treat it?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very unlikely 88 20.4 26.1 26.1
Unlikely 65 15.1 19.3 45.4
I am not sure 102 23.7 30.3 75.7
Likely 51 11.8 15.1 90.8
Very Likely 31 7.2 9.2 100.0
Total 337 78.2 100.0
Missing System 94 21.8
Total 431 100.0
About 24% of respondents who owned trees said they would likely treat them every 
other year.
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Do you have a rain garden or a rain barrel on your property? (Rain barrels are 
containers that collect rain water from rooftops via a downspout A rain garden is a 
shallow depression that is planted with native plants and grasses near a runoff 
source to capture rainwater runoff)
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Yes 55 12.8 13.1 13.1
No 360 83.5 85.9 99.0
I am not sure 4 .9 1.0 100.0
Total 419 97.2 100.0
Missing System 12 2.8
Total 431 100.0
Most Clinton residents don’t have a rain barrel.
Page 22 
Usage statistics for Facilities
FACILITY USED NEVER USED TOTAL RESPONSE
Eagle point 416 (97.9%) 9 (2.1%) 425
Riverview Park 402 (96.5%) 15 (3.5%) 424
Clinton Marina 310 (76.8%) 97 (23.2%) 419
Showboat Theater 356 (86.5%) 57(13.5%) 422
Ericksen Center 351 (85.7) 60 (14.3%) 421
Downton Library 369 (88.2%) 50 (11.8) 424
Lyons Branch Library 292 (69.2%) 130 (30.8%) 422
Emma Young Park 294 (71%) 123 (29%) 424
Hawthorne Park 257 (61.9%) 162 (38.1%) 425
Discovery Trail 320 (77.5%) 95 (22.5%) 423
Eagle point was the facility most used by participants.  Hawthorne Park was least used.   
The following charts indicate how interested participants are in seeing improvements to 
the facilities listed above.
In general, most participants were interested in seeing improvements in parks.  Only 
Hawthorne and Emma Young Park garner were less than 50% or more interest in 
improvement. Both of those have relatively high rates of “never used” among 
participants in the survey. On the other hand, Lyons Branch library also has a high rate 
of never used, but over 50% of respondents were interested in seeing improvements 
there.
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Eagle Point Park
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
5 1.2 1.2 1.2
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
8 1.9 1.9 3.1
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
43 10.0 10.3 13.5
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
145 33.6 34.9 48.3
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
215 49.9 51.7 100.0
Total 416 96.5 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 9 2.1
System 6 1.4
Total 15 3.5
Total 431 100.0
Page 24 
• Riverview Park
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
7 1.6 1.7 1.7
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
11 2.6 2.7 4.4
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
65 15.1 15.9 20.3
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
120 27.8 29.3 49.6
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
206 47.8 50.4 100.0
Total 409 94.9 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 15 3.5
System 7 1.6
Total 22 5.1
Total 431 100.0
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• Clinton Marina
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
18 4.2 5.6 5.6
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
22 5.1 6.8 12.4
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
106 24.6 32.9 45.3
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
89 20.6 27.6 73.0
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
87 20.2 27.0 100.0
Total 322 74.7 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 97 22.5
System 12 2.8
Total 109 25.3
Total 431 100.0
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Showboat Theater
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
13 3.0 3.6 3.6
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
23 5.3 6.3 9.9
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
81 18.8 22.2 32.1
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
112 26.0 30.7 62.7
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
136 31.6 37.3 100.0
Total 365 84.7 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 57 13.2
System 9 2.1
Total 66 15.3
Total 431 100.0
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• Ericksen Center
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
7 1.6 1.9 1.9
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
14 3.2 3.9 5.8
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
86 20.0 23.8 29.6
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
135 31.3 37.4 67.0
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
119 27.6 33.0 100.0
Total 361 83.8 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 60 13.9
System 10 2.3
Total 70 16.2
Total 431 100.0
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Clinton Library- Downtown
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
12 2.8 3.2 3.2
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
16 3.7 4.3 7.5
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
86 20.0 22.9 30.4
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
128 29.7 34.1 64.5
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
133 30.9 35.5 100.0
Total 375 87.0 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 50 11.6
System 6 1.4
Total 56 13.0
Total 431 100.0
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• Clinton Library- Lyons Branch
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
17 3.9 5.8 5.8
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
20 4.6 6.8 12.7
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
95 22.0 32.5 45.2
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
70 16.2 24.0 69.2
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
90 20.9 30.8 100.0
Total 292 67.7 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 130 30.2
System 9 2.1
Total 139 32.3
Total 431 100.0
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• Emma Young Park (Softball Fields)
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
20 4.6 6.6 6.6
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
26 6.0 8.6 15.3
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
113 26.2 37.5 52.8
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
85 19.7 28.2 81.1
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
57 13.2 18.9 100.0
Total 301 69.8 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 123 28.5
System 7 1.6
Total 130 30.2
Total 431 100.0
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• Hawthorne Park (Horseshoe Pits)
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
20 4.6 7.6 7.6
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
32 7.4 12.2 19.8
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
121 28.1 46.0 65.8
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
48 11.1 18.3 84.0
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
42 9.7 16.0 100.0
Total 263 61.0 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 162 37.6
System 6 1.4
Total 168 39.0
Total 431 100.0
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• Discovery Trail
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested in 
seeing improvements (1)
11 2.6 3.4 3.4
Not very interested in seeing 
improvements (2)
18 4.2 5.5 8.8
Neutral whether there are 
improvements or not (3)
66 15.3 20.1 29.0
Somewhat interested in 
seeing improvements (4)
113 26.2 34.5 63.4
Very interested in seeing 
improvements (5)
120 27.8 36.6 100.0
Total 328 76.1 100.0
Missing
Never used (0) 95 22.0
System 8 1.9
Total 103 23.9
Total 431 100.0
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Community Interest for the following activities in Clinton
In general Clinton residents were very interested in the following areas:  blue collar job 
opportunities (71%), Professional job opportunities (55%), and retail development 
(53%).  They were neutral primarily about movie theaters (42%), fitness centers (55%), 
parks, fast food, waterfront development and Wi-Fi.
• Parks
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 29 6.7 7.0 7.0
Not very interested (2) 32 7.4 7.7 14.6
Neutral (3) 147 34.1 35.3 49.9
Somewhat interested (4) 120 27.8 28.8 78.7
Very interested (5) 89 20.6 21.3 100.0
Total 417 96.8 100.0
Missing System 14 3.2
Total 431 100.0
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• Recreation areas
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 19 4.4 4.5 4.5
Not very interested (2) 19 4.4 4.5 9.1
Neutral (3) 119 27.6 28.5 37.6
Somewhat interested (4) 139 32.3 33.3 70.8
Very interested (5) 122 28.3 29.2 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
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• Movie theaters
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 71 16.5 17.0 17.0
Not very interested (2) 65 15.1 15.6 32.5
Neutral (3) 178 41.3 42.6 75.1
Somewhat interested (4) 70 16.2 16.7 91.9
Very interested (5) 34 7.9 8.1 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
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• Waterfront properties
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 59 13.7 14.0 14.0
Not very interested (2) 48 11.1 11.4 25.5
Neutral (3) 127 29.5 30.2 55.7
Somewhat interested (4) 106 24.6 25.2 81.0
Very interested (5) 80 18.6 19.0 100.0
Total 420 97.4 100.0
Missing System 11 2.6
Total 431 100.0
• Retail development
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 10 2.3 2.4 2.4
Not very interested (2) 8 1.9 1.9 4.3
Neutral (3) 37 8.6 8.9 13.3
Somewhat interested (4) 137 31.8 33.0 46.3
Very interested (5) 223 51.7 53.7 100.0
Total 415 96.3 100.0
Missing System 16 3.7
Total 431 100.0
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• Housing development
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 29 6.7 7.0 7.0
Not very interested (2) 28 6.5 6.7 13.7
Neutral (3) 124 28.8 29.7 43.4
Somewhat interested (4) 136 31.6 32.6 76.0
Very interested (5) 100 23.2 24.0 100.0
Total 417 96.8 100.0
Missing System 14 3.2
Total 431 100.0
• Fitness facilities
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 47 10.9 11.3 11.3
Not very interested (2) 51 11.8 12.3 23.6
Neutral (3) 158 36.7 38.0 61.5
Somewhat interested (4) 97 22.5 23.3 84.9
Very interested (5) 63 14.6 15.1 100.0
Total 416 96.5 100.0
Missing System 15 3.5
Total 431 100.0
• Fine dining
Page 40 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 14 3.2 3.3 3.3
Not very interested (2) 22 5.1 5.3 8.6
Neutral (3) 78 18.1 18.7 27.3
Somewhat interested (4) 143 33.2 34.2 61.5
Very interested (5) 161 37.4 38.5 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
Locally owned eating establishments
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 8 1.9 1.9 1.9
Not very interested (2) 9 2.1 2.2 4.1
Neutral (3) 57 13.2 13.6 17.7
Somewhat interested (4) 176 40.8 42.1 59.8
Very interested (5) 168 39.0 40.2 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
• Fast food or chain restaurants
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 72 16.7 17.2 17.2
Not very interested (2) 97 22.5 23.2 40.3
Neutral (3) 124 28.8 29.6 69.9
Somewhat interested (4) 75 17.4 17.9 87.8
Very interested (5) 51 11.8 12.2 100.0
Total 419 97.2 100.0
Missing System 12 2.8
Total 431 100.0
• Wireless Internet (WiFi) in the downtown area
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 59 13.7 14.1 14.1
Not very interested (2) 54 12.5 12.9 27.0
Neutral (3) 123 28.5 29.4 56.3
Somewhat interested (4) 92 21.3 22.0 78.3
Very interested (5) 91 21.1 21.7 100.0
Total 419 97.2 100.0
Missing System 12 2.8
Total 431 100.0
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• High tech companies
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 18 4.2 4.3 4.3
Not very interested (2) 9 2.1 2.1 6.4
Neutral (3) 71 16.5 16.9 23.3
Somewhat interested (4) 134 31.1 31.8 55.1
Very interested (5) 189 43.9 44.9 100.0
Total 421 97.7 100.0
Missing System 10 2.3
Total 431 100.0
• Job opportunities for professionals
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 12 2.8 2.9 2.9
Not very interested (2) 6 1.4 1.4 4.3
Neutral (3) 47 10.9 11.2 15.6
Somewhat interested (4) 116 26.9 27.8 43.3
Very interested (5) 237 55.0 56.7 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
• Job opportunities for blue collar workers
Page 46 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 9 2.1 2.1 2.1
Not very interested (2) 2 .5 .5 2.6
Neutral (3) 15 3.5 3.6 6.2
Somewhat interested (4) 93 21.6 22.1 28.3
Very interested (5) 301 69.8 71.7 100.0
Total 420 97.4 100.0
Missing System 11 2.6
Total 431 100.0
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Community interest for the possible development in the downtown 
Clinton riverfront area
In general, Clinton residents were most interested in more events (79%), restaurants 
(72%), and retail (70%) when somewhat and very interested options were taken 
together. Greenspace also topped the 50% mark as well. Residents were neutral about 
parking and coffee shops. Residents were clearly not interested in more nightlife (74%), 
a riverboat casino (70%) or apartments (48%).
More parking
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 44 10.2 10.7 10.7
Not very interested (2) 37 8.6 9.0 19.6
Neutral (3) 169 39.2 40.9 60.5
Somewhat interested (4) 116 26.9 28.1 88.6
Very interested (5) 47 10.9 11.4 100.0
Total 413 95.8 100.0
Missing System 18 4.2
Total 431 100.0
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More green space (parks, playgrounds, etc.) 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 28 6.5 6.7 6.7
Not very interested (2) 29 6.7 7.0 13.7
Neutral (3) 127 29.5 30.5 44.1
Somewhat interested (4) 143 33.2 34.3 78.4
Very interested (5) 90 20.9 21.6 100.0
Total 417 96.8 100.0
Missing System 14 3.2
Total 431 100.0
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More retail 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 20 4.6 4.8 4.8
Not very interested (2) 31 7.2 7.5 12.3
Neutral (3) 70 16.2 16.8 29.1
Somewhat interested (4) 150 34.8 36.1 65.1
Very interested (5) 145 33.6 34.9 100.0
Total 416 96.5 100.0
Missing System 15 3.5
Total 431 100.0
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More restaurants 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 19 4.4 4.6 4.6
Not very interested (2) 19 4.4 4.6 9.2
Neutral (3) 78 18.1 18.8 28.0
Somewhat interested (4) 162 37.6 39.0 67.0
Very interested (5) 137 31.8 33.0 100.0
Total 415 96.3 100.0
Missing System 16 3.7
Total 431 100.0
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More coffee shops 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 50 11.6 12.2 12.2
Not very interested (2) 52 12.1 12.7 24.9
Neutral (3) 158 36.7 38.5 63.4
Somewhat interested (4) 85 19.7 20.7 84.1
Very interested (5) 65 15.1 15.9 100.0
Total 410 95.1 100.0
Missing System 21 4.9
Total 431 100.0
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More nightlife (bars, clubs, etc.) 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 117 27.1 27.9 27.9
Not very interested (2) 75 17.4 17.9 45.8
Neutral (3) 137 31.8 32.7 78.5
Somewhat interested (4) 64 14.8 15.3 93.8
Very interested (5) 26 6.0 6.2 100.0
Total 419 97.2 100.0
Missing System 12 2.8
Total 431 100.0
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More events
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 9 2.1 2.2 2.2
Not very interested (2) 16 3.7 3.8 6.0
Neutral (3) 63 14.6 15.1 21.1
Somewhat interested (4) 160 37.1 38.4 59.5
Very interested (5) 169 39.2 40.5 100.0
Total 417 96.8 100.0
Missing System 14 3.2
Total 431 100.0
More apartment complexes
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Not at all interested (1) 107 24.8 25.7 25.7
Not very interested (2) 92 21.3 22.1 47.8
Neutral (3) 125 29.0 30.0 77.9
Somewhat interested (4) 60 13.9 14.4 92.3
Very interested (5) 32 7.4 7.7 100.0
Total 416 96.5 100.0
Missing System 15 3.5
Total 431 100.0
A Riverboat casino
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
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Valid
Not at all interested (1) 220 51.0 52.8 52.8
Not very interested (2) 73 16.9 17.5 70.3
Neutral (3) 69 16.0 16.5 86.8
Somewhat interested (4) 40 9.3 9.6 96.4
Very interested (5) 15 3.5 3.6 100.0
Total 417 96.8 100.0
Missing System 14 3.2
Total 431 100.0
Overall Satisfaction with Clinton
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RETAILAMMENSAT
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very dissatisfied 37 8.6 8.9 8.9
Dissatisfied 166 38.5 40.0 48.9
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
101 23.4 24.3 73.3
Satisfied 109 25.3 26.3 99.5
Very satisfied 2 .5 .5 100.0
Total 415 96.3 100.0
Missing System 16 3.7
Total 431 100.0
QUALOFLIFE
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
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Valid
Very dissatisfied   23 5.3 5.5 5.5
Dissatisfied 90 20.9 21.5 27.0
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
102 23.7 24.3 51.3
Satisfied 168 39.0 40.1 91.4
Very satisfied 36 8.4 8.6 100.0
Total 419 97.2 100.0
Missing System 12 2.8
Total 431 100.0
Overall, respondents were either neutral or dissatisfied with the quality of life in Clinton.  
There is a table that examines this with respect to respondent age later in the report.
CLINTONIMAGE
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Very dissatisfied 47 10.9 11.4 11.4
Dissatisfied 180 41.8 43.7 55.1
Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
95 22.0 23.1 78.2
Satisfied 80 18.6 19.4 97.6
Very satisfied 10 2.3 2.4 100.0
Total 412 95.6 100.0
Missing System 19 4.4
Total 431 100.0
In general participants were dissatisfied (55%) with Clinton’s image.  This was true for 
both men and women, seniors and those respondents who were younger. However, 
later in this report, there is a table that suggests that wealthier participants were less 
satisfied than poorer ones.
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How participants received information about events in Clinton
(Participants could check as many as applied)
Source of Information Percent Number*
City of Clinton website 13% 56
Newspaper (print or online) 77% 331
Radio 40% 172
Newsletter 37% 160
Word of mouth 8.5% 37
Clinton Facebook page 8% 35
Other social media 35% 107
City Council meetings 14% 62
Official sources 6% 27
City text alerts 6% 24
*Percentages are rounded and do not add up to 100% since participants could choose multiple items.
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Additional findings about Clinton (Jeremy Koranda)
Attitudes toward Crime
Chi square = .582 p = .787.  
There was no significant difference between how safe residents felt and gender. The 
literature generally suggests that women feel less safe than men, but this is not the 
case in Clinton.
Chi Square = 1.304 p = 0.521 
There was no significant difference in how safe respondents felt when controlled by 
age. While a number of studies indicate that older residents tend to feel less safe than 
younger residents, this was not evident in the responses by Clinton citizens. 
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Crosstab 
 INCOME3CAT Total 
Under $40,000 $40,000 to 
$79.999 
$80,000 or 
higher 
SAFE3CAT 
Unsafe 
Count 17 11 5 33 
% within INCOME3CAT 14.8% 8.4% 3.8% 8.8% 
Neither 
Count 15 18 12 45 
% within INCOME3CAT 13.0% 13.7% 9.2% 11.9% 
Safe 
Count 83 102 114 299 
% within INCOME3CAT 72.2% 77.9% 87.0% 79.3% 
Total 
Count 115 131 131 377 
% within INCOME3CAT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
Chi Square = 11.519 p = .021 
Individuals with lower income were more likely to feel unsafe compared to individuals 
with higher income, as shown in figure three. The relationship between income and how 
safe one feels are statistically significant at the p < .05 level
Note:  Because the number of minorities who responded in the survey was so low, we 
were not able to test whether minority status is related to feeling safe in Clinton.
Satisfaction with Clinton (Ladonna Miller)
Crosstab
age2CAT Total
Under 60 Over 60
qualoflife3cat
dissatisfied
Count 69 41 110
% within age2CAT 33.0% 20.8% 27.1%
neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
Count 58 41 99
% within age2CAT 27.8% 20.8% 24.4%
satisfied
Count 82 115 197
% within age2CAT 39.2% 58.4% 48.5%
Total
Count 209 197 406
% within age2CAT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
 Chi square = 15.233 p = .000
The data suggests that older residents are far more satisfied with overall quality of life in 
Clinton than are younger residents. 
Crosstab
Age and satisfaction with  Clinton’s Image age2CAT Total
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Under 60 Over 60
clintonimage3cat
disssatisfied
Count 139 83 222
% within age2CAT 67.5% 42.8% 55.5%
neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
Count 44 45 89
% within age2CAT 21.4% 23.2% 22.3%
satisfied
Count 23 66 89
% within age2CAT 11.2% 34.0% 22.3%
Total
Count 206 194 400
% within age2CAT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi square =34.584 p = .000 
Similarly, although most residents are not satisfied with Clinton’s image, younger 
residents are significantly more dissatisfied than are older residents.
Household income and Satisfaction with 
Clinton’s Image
What is your current household income 
level per year?
Total
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Under 
$40,000 per 
year
$40,000 to 
$79,999 per 
year
$80,000 
and above
disssatisfied
Count 56 76 74 206
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per 
year?
49.1% 58.5% 57.8% 55.4%
neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
Count 24 28 35 87
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per 
year?
21.1% 21.5% 27.3% 23.4%
satisfied
Count 34 26 19 79
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per 
year?
29.8% 20.0% 14.8% 21.2%
Count 114 130 128 372
% within What is your 
current household 
income level per 
year?
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi square = 8.004 p = .061 
This table is close to significance, so there seems to be a slight relationship that 
wealthier residents are more dissatisfied with Clinton’s image than are poorer residents.
Gender and satisfaction with retail amenities What is your gender? Total
Male Female
retailsat3cat disssatisfied Count 88 111 199
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% within What is your 
gender?
39.6% 61.7% 49.5%
neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied
Count 65 31 96
% within What is your 
gender?
29.3% 17.2% 23.9%
satisfied
Count 69 38 107
% within What is your 
gender?
31.1% 21.1% 26.6%
Total
Count 222 180 402
% within What is your 
gender?
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi square = 19.504 p = .000 
This table suggests that women are far more dissatisfied with the retail amenities 
available in Clinton than are men.
Appendix
Survey Participant Demographics
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Participant Age
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
21 – 29 years old 13 3.0 3.2 3.2
30 – 39 years old 45 10.4 10.9 14.1
40 – 49 years old 57 13.2 13.9 28.0
50 – 59 years old 94 21.8 22.9 50.9
60 or older 202 46.9 49.1 100.0
Total 411 95.4 100.0
Missing System 20 4.6
Total 431 100.0
Around 50% of survey participants were 60 and older. Census data indicates that about 
18% of Clinton residents are 65 and older, so survey participants were significantly 
over-represented in this survey.
Do you rent or own your current residence?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Rent 25 5.8 6.0 6.0
Own 393 91.2 94.0 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
Almost all of the participants stated they were home-owners, only 6 percent of 
respondents were renters. Census data from 2014 indicates that 74% of Clinton 
residents were homeowners, so homeowners are over-represented in this data.
How long have you lived in Clinton?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Less than a year 6 1.4 1.4 1.4
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1-2 years 6 1.4 1.4 2.9
3-5 years 21 4.9 5.1 8.0
6-10 years 16 3.7 3.9 11.8
More than 10 years 366 84.9 88.2 100.0
Total 415 96.3 100.0
Missing System 16 3.7
Total 431 100.0
Most participants, 88%, have lived in Clinton over 10 years. 
What is your current household income level per year?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Under $10,000 3 .7 .8 .8
10,000 -19,999 26 6.0 6.8 7.6
20,000 - 29,999 39 9.0 10.3 17.9
30,000 -39,999 48 11.1 12.6 30.5
40,000 - 49,999 41 9.5 10.8 41.3
50,000 - 59,000 34 7.9 8.9 50.3
60,000 - 69,000 29 6.7 7.6 57.9
70,000 - 79,000 28 6.5 7.4 65.3
Over 80,000 132 30.6 34.7 100.0
Total 380 88.2 100.0
Missing System 51 11.8
Total 431 100.0
Average household income of participants was around $50,000 to $60,000.  According 
to 2014 census data, the average household income in Clinton was just under $50,000 
with 14.2% below poverty standards. Our data seems representative with respect to 
income.
What is your gender?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Male 225 52.2 53.8 53.8
Female 187 43.4 44.7 98.6
Prefer not to specify 6 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total 418 97.0 100.0
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Missing System 13 3.0
Total 431 100.0
Most respondents were male (54% compared to 46% female). 
What is your race or ethnicity?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid
Other (please specify) 11 2.6 2.6 2.6
White/Caucasian 395 91.6 94.7 97.4
Black/African American 3 .7 .7 98.1
Asian American 3 .7 .7 98.8
Hispanic/Latino/a 5 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 417 96.8 100.0
Missing System 14 3.2
Total 431 100.0
 
Almost 95% of participants were white; we had very few non-white participants in the 
sample. Those who chose “other” claimed they were American (3), Human (3), 
preferred not to answer (3), Irish (1), and “some Camanche” (1).  Census data indicates 
that whites represent 94% of Clinton’s population so this response rate seems 
representative of the community.
Number of Respondents by Census Tract
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 
Percent
Valid 1.00 39 9.0 9.8 9.8
2.00 37 8.6 9.3 19.0
3.00 66 15.3 16.5 35.5
4.00 66 15.3 16.5 52.0
5.00 64 14.8 16.0 68.0
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6.00 66 15.3 16.5 84.5
7.00 57 13.2 14.3 98.8
8.00 3 .7 .8 99.5
12.00 2 .5 .5 100.0
Total 400 92.8 100.0
Missing System 31 7.2
Total 431 100.0
Most respondents came from tracts 3 through 7.  We had very few respondents from 
either tract 8 or 12. Most demographic characteristics of our sample were fairly 
consistent across census tracts.  
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